RECEIVED & INSPECTED
oL
168 Monkey Run Road . Elmira, New York 141901-9211 FCC - MAICROOM
February 08, 2006 10:29 PM
Federal Communications Commission Chair L&
445 12 th Street, SW /
Washington, DC 20554 OV
Dear Chairperson.

Please review the enclosed letters to verify my opposing opinion on the “monthly flat-
fee” charges for phone service.

I consider it an outrage and an insult that such a plan has even garnered any attention by

you.
Sincerely
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Sharon Danke B .
N2021 East RD , Waupaca, WI 54981 Y T G

November 2, 2005 11:25 AM

Senator Herb Kohl

U.5. Senate

330 Hort Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Kohl:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount inte the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a

month, Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high velume to low-volume users is
radical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America,

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer T would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition’s recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word to my community, I
request you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionatfely affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

Sharon Danke

cc:
FCC General Email Box
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GAYLE NOSENCHUCK
———— S it

79 HEATHWOOD RD , AMHERST, NY 14221

November 2, 2005 4:12 PM

Senator Charles Schumer

U.S. Senate

313 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Schumer:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) position to change the Universal
Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly (lat fee. Many of your constituents, including me, my friends,
family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system. If the
FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month of long
distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a month.
Constituents who use their limited resources wisely should not be penalized for deing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior citizens
and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly increases on
their bills. Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is radical and unnecessary.
In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which I am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links to FCC information. While I am aware that
federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along” these fees to their customers, the reality is that they
do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers taxed, my service will cost
more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the FCC has plans to change to a flat
fee system soon and without legislation.

T will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue to spread the word toe my community. I request
you pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could disproportionately
affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward to hearing ahout your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
GAYLE NOSENCHUCK

cc:

FCC General Email Box
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John Burns
1811 E. Sandpointe PL , Vero Beach, FL 32963-2740 e

November 2, 2005 11:34 AM

Senator Bill Nelson

U.5. Senate

716 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Nelson:

I have serious concerns regarding the Federal Communications Commissions' (FCC) pesition to change the
Universal Service Fund (USF) collection method to a monthly flat fee. Many of your constituents, including
me, my friends, family and neighbors, will be negatively impacted by the unfair change proposed by the FCC.

As you know, USF is currently collected on a revenue basis. People who use more pay more into the system, If
the FCC changes that system to a flat fee, that means that someone who uses one thousand minutes a month
of long distance, pays the same amount into the fund as someone who uses zero minutes of long distance a
month. Constituents who use their limited resources wisely shouid not be penalized for doing so.

A flat fee tax could cause many low-volume long distance users, like students, prepaid wireless users, senior
citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers, to give up their phones due to unaffordable monthly
increases on their bills, Shifting the funding burden of the USF from high volume to low-volume users is
redical and unnecessary. In addition, it would have a highly detrimental effect on small businesses all across
America.

The Keep USF Fair Coalition, of which T am a member, keeps me informed about the USF issue with monthly
newsletters and up to date information on their website, including links Yo FCC information. While I am awore
that federal law does not require companies to recover, or "pass along" these fees to their customers, the
reality is that they do. As a consumer I would like ensure I am charged fairly. If the FCC goes to a numbers
taxed, my service will cost more. And according to the Coalition's recent meetings with top FCC officials, the
FCC has plans to change to a flat fee system soon and without legislation,

I will continue to monitor developments on the issue and continue fo spread the word to my community. I
request you pass along my concerns fo the FCC on my behalf, letting them know how a flat fee tax could
disproportionately affect those in your constituency.

Thank you for your continued work and I look forward te hearing about your position on this matter.
Sincerely,

John Burng

Mo, of Coples recd Q_

cc: List ABLDE
FCC General Email Box
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Barbara Mills FCC - MAILROOM

168 Monkey Run Road , Elmira, New York 14901-9211

February 08, 2006 10:29 PM

Senator Hillary Clinton

U.S. Senate

476 Russell Senate Office Building
Washington, DC 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Clinton:

As someone who is concerned about increased taxes and telephone fees, 1 oppose Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) Chairman Kevin J. Martin's plans to change the way
monies are collected for the Universal Service Fund.

Chairman Martin is proposing a change in the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection
methodology from a "pay-for-what-you-use" system to a "monthly flat-fee." The flat-fee system
would result in forced phone bill hikes for me -- and for millions of low-volume, long-distance
users in the U.S. Shifting the funding burden of the USF away from high volume users -- like
big businesses -- and placing the weight on low-volume users -- students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers-~ is unfair. I urge Chairman
Martin to rethink his flat-fee plan. It is a de-facto tax increase of as much as $707 million for 43
mitlion of low-volume, long-distance users in the U.S.

Please pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, Jetting them know that your
constituents have contacted you to oppose a USF numbers or flat-fee plan. Thank you for your
continued work. I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,
Ba}l?ara%
-
-
cC: 2’

FCC Generat Email Box ) . 0
Mo, of Covor CoAL
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FCC - MAILROOM

Barbara Mills

168 Monkey Run Road , Elmira, New York 14901-9211

February 08, 2006 10:29 PM

Senator Charler*humer

U.S. Senate

313 Hart Ser  Office Building
Washingtor, . 20510-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Senator Schumer:

As someone who is concerned about increased taxes and telephone fees, I oppose Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) Chairman Kevin J. Martin's plans to change the way
monies are collected for the Universal Service Fund.

Chairman Martin is proposing a change in the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection
methodology from a "pay-for-what-you-use” system to a "monthly flat-fee." The flat-fee system
would result in forced phone bill hikes for me -- and for millions of low-volume, long-distance
users in the U.S. Shifting the funding burden of the USF away from high volume users -- like
big businesses -- and placing the weight on low-volume users -- students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers-- is unfair. I urge Chairman
Martin to rethink his flat-fee plan. It is a de-facto tax increase of as much as $707 million for 43
million of low-volume, long-distance users in the U.S.

Please pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know that your
constituents have contacted you to oppose a USF numbers or flat-fee plan. Thank you for your
continued work. I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Barbara Mills

A

FCC General Email Box
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FEB 2 1 2006

FCC - MAILROOM

Barbara Mills
L _
168 Monkey Run Road , Elmira, New York 14901-9211

February 08, 2006 10:29 PM

Representative John Kuhl

U.S. House of Representatives

1505 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, DC 20515-0001

Subject: Re: Federal-State Joint Board on Universal Service CC Docket 96-45

Dear Representative Kuhl:

As someone who is concerned about increased taxes and telephone fees, I oppose Federal
Communications Commission (FCC) Chairman Kevin J. Martin's plans to change the way
monies are collected for the Universal Service Fund.

Chairman Martin is proposing a change in the Universal Service Fund (USF) collection
methodology from a "pay-for-what-you-use" system to a "monthly flat-fee." The flat-fee system
would result in forced phone bill hikes for me -- and for millions of low-volume, long-distance
users in the U.S. Shifting the funding burden of the USF away from high volume users -- like
big businesses -- and placing the weight on low-volume users -- students, prepaid wireless users,
senior citizens and low-income residential and rural consumers-- is unfair. T urge Chairman
Martin to rethink his flat-fee plan. It is a de-facto tax increase of as much as $707 million for 43
million of low-volume, long-distance users in the U.S.

Please pass along my concerns to the FCC on my behalf, letting them know that your
constituents have contacted you to oppose a USF numbers or flat-fee plan. Thank you for your
continued work. I look forward to hearing about your position on this matter.

Sincerely,

Barbara Mills

N N7

FCC General Email Box




